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BOTTLE BILL? LWV OF MAINE SAYS “YES”!
For many years, the LWV of Maine has strongly supported
legislation to require recycling of beverage containers. The
so-called “Bottle Bill” referendum has been endorsed by the
State Board as furthering this goal. Experience in Oregon
and Vermont indicates a vast reduction in litter; and energy
savings will be significant. No net job losses will occur in
Maine, because there are no bottle manufacturers here. In
fact increases in employment may result from the necessity
to handle the returned containers.
Included in this V oter are two articles for your
information. The League is working in coalition with other

groups in working for passage of this referendum and the
coalition is called “Maine Citizens for Returnable
Containers.” From its office comes an article bv its Director
Tom Downing.
We also have a fact-by-fact rebuttal to
the fact sheet that the opponents are circulating.
Local Leagues are urged to work for a “YES” vote. Don’t
be afraid to tackle your grocer! Work with your local
coordinators and spread the word without littering.
Financial help is needed, as always. Donations should be sent
to Tom Downing, Maine Citizens for Returnable Containers,
P.O. Box 3791, Portland, Maine 04104.

FACTS THE GROCERS AREN’T TELLING YOU
FA C T 1 — The grocers say that with a Bottle Bill Maine will
lose beer and sales tax revenue because people will go to
New Hampshire to buy beer and tonic.
People living near the Maine border go to New
Hampshire now because New Hampshire has lower taxes on
beer than Maine does. Vermonters living near the line also try
to avoid higher taxes. So, it’s taxes and not Bottle Bills which
affect where people shop. Deposits on bottles and cans you
can recover — taxes you cannot.
FA C T 2 — The grocers say that in Vermont bottles and cans
are being sent to the dump.
At first the grocers and distributors in Vermont did cart
the empties to the dump after paying customers their 5d per
container. Then some smart Vermonters started to salvage
and brought the containers back to the grocer again for
another 5$ refund. It wasn’t long before grocers were getting
back up to 20% more empty containers than were originally
sold in Vermont. Presto, soft drink bottlers started packaging
more and more of their product in refillable containers. Our
Maine Bottle Bill encourages the use of refillables and also
does not ban throwaways so that you can buy them if you
prefer to. Throwaway cans and bottles returned to grocers
can then be recycled and those which a few people would
put in their garbage are better off in the dump than along
roads.
FA C T 3 — The grocers suggest that you may not be able to
return your beverage containers to your supermarket.
Why not? The Maine Bottle Bill is similar to the Vermont
Bottle Bill in saying that returning the beverage containers to
your supermarket is one option and that redemption centers
are another option. The grocer is the one to decide, not the
state; and the grocer must make sure that any place chosen is
convenient to his customers. If the Vermont experience is
any indicator, life will be similar to the way it was before
container manufacturers and retailers pressured consumers
to buy throwaways. You’ll bring your empties to any store
selling that brand and get your money back just the way most

consumers are doing in Vermont. Grocers gain by having
people bring back bottles to the store because people usually
buy more groceries at the same time.
FA C T 4 — Grocers say that the Bottle Bill won’t conserve
raw materials.
When you return a container for refilling or recycling
instead of throwing it away, of course you’re saving the raw
material and energy needed to make a new container. A
reusable bottle can be refilled many times and is the greatest
energy saver. A nonreusable bottle or can may be used as raw
material for a new one. Just think — in the U.S. 40 to 45 per
cent of all cans and bottles are made for beer and soft drinks!
Voting for the Bottle Bill is a big start toward better use of
raw materials. It also will help to get people thinking about
more steps to reduce our tremendous amount of solid waste.
FA C T 5 — The grocers say that you won’t be able to find
beverage cans in stores and that you’ll have to use a can
opener on the ones you can find.
In Oregon the flip top was banned and so the can
manufacturers put their ingenuity to work and produced a
better design,, a punch top can where the opener remains
attached to the can. Result — same convenience, no can
opener, no litter! The Oregon law encourages bottles, but
cans are still readily available. The Maine Bottle Bill requires
a deposit on cans so they will not be littered, but they will still
be available for those who want them.
FA C T 6 — The grocers say that you would pay a deposit in
bars, restaurants and vending machines.
Most bars use returnable beer bottles now so the Bottle
Bill would not change a thing — the price you pay for a beer
includes the bar’s cost for that returnable bottle; in other
words, no cost if they exchange a case of empties for a case of
full containers. The same would be true in restaurants. And,
if you want to take a bottle away from a vending machine,
you can return it at any store which sells that brand.
FA C T 7 — The grocers imply that the cost of a deposit will
be high.
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These are tactics designed to scare you. A high deposit
hurts a bottler’s sales so they are kept as low as possible. Why
should it be otherwise? A deposit is an incentive to return the
container, not a cost of doing business. Stores such as the Pop
Shop don’t need to charge more than a 5<P deposit and they
get their bottles back. The other bottlers will compete by
keeping their deposits low also.
*
FA C T 8 — The grocers say that tax revenue from beer and
soft drink sales will decline in Maine if a Bottle Bill is passed
because tax revenue dropped in Vermont just after the bill
was passed there.
What they don’t tell you is that the peak of the gas
shortage, and no snow came to Vermont the same winter as
the Bottle Bill. So with few winter skiers not only did beer
and soft drink sales drop, so did sales of hard liquor and wine
whose containers are unaffected by any Bottle Bill.
Obviously, other factors affected the tax revenue that year —
not the Bottle Bill. Besides, Vermont tax revenues are now
increasing at a normal rate so don’t be fooled by a freak
coincidence of events peculiar to Vermont.
FA C T 9 — The grocers imply that the Bottle Bill was forced
on the people of Oregon by the legislature and that it hasn’t
reduced roadside litter.
According to a recent poll, 91% of Oregonians think the
Bottle Bill is great so obviously the legislature was merely
obeying the will of the people. As to roadside litter, here are a
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few other facts the grocers omitted. The amount of litter
depends on what you count. The grocers use studies which
count each cigarette butt or match the same as a can or bottle.
You know that cans and bottles are the real problem in
roadside litter because they are so visible and because they
don’t disintegrate rapidly the way a piece of paper does. The
Oregon Bottle Bill did reduce the cans and bottles along
roads by at least 66 p er cent. A dramatic decline in can and
bottle roadside litter also occurred in Vermont. As to
Oregon’s 10.7% increase in expenditure for roadside cleanup,
what the grocers did not tell you is that inflation increased by
12% that year so in real terms the state did not spend more
money — it just kept even with earlier expenditures. And,
with such a big decrease in can/bottle litter, Oregon could do
an even better job in removing the remaining litter.
FA C T 10 — The grocers say that returnable “Bottle Bills”
have been defeated elsewhere.
What they leave out is that elsewhere and right now in
Maine, major can manufacturers and brewers from out-ofstate are spending many thousands of dollars to confuse the
voters about Bottle Bills. They’re paying for high-powered
advertising campaigns filled with half-truths because they
can take more money out of Maine by forcing us to buy
throwaways. Recent polls indicate that 73% of Maine voters
favor returnable legislation.

RETURNABLES OR THROWAWAYS?
Maine Citizens for Returnable Containers believes the
true facts of the issue are on our side, and we are coordinating
the biggest, best organized, most informative and aggressive
citizens campaign this state has ever seen. Our plans include
a “Last Litter Clean-up” which will be a series of litter pick
ups organized by local volunteers throughout the state to
focus attention on the magnitude of the litter problem and
the fact that the bottle bill is a solution. Interested volunteers
should contact Maine Citizens for details on how they can
participate. The campaign is designed to be a positive
display of the benefits of the bill, stressing its workability, as
proved by the experiences of Vermont and Oregon.
The Returnable Container bill provides for a minimum
5<Pdeposit on beverage bottles and cans. This deposit would
be redeemed when the containers are returned to the store or
an authorized redemption center. Opponents of the bill
suggest that the redemption centers will often be
inconvenient and far from shopping centers. It is ironic that
the opposition is criticizing a provision of the bill which their
lobbyists insisted upon. In fact, the redemption centers will
be authorized by the Department of Agriculture, and must
be convenient for the consumers, or authorization can be
revoked. Experience in Vermont indicates that the grocers
favor having containers returned to their stores instead of the
redemption centers because it generates business.
The bill bans only two things, the detachable flip top,
and the plastic ring holders. The flip top is hazardous to
birds, fish, and animals as well as humans. Flip tops
dominate the landscape in our parks, forests and beaches.
The plastic ring holders and flip tops are not biodegradable,
and persist in the environment forever. They were banned
for these reasons. The opposition’s advertising suggests that
the bill bans “the lightweight, flip top aluminum cans” and
will require cans to be opened with can openers. That is
patent distortion and nonsense. In fact, the “punch top” now
available in Maine on Coors beer will replace the flip top. It is
convenient, does not require a can opener, and is not
detachable.

The Committee opposing the bill has promised to offer
alternatives for solving the litter problem. To date, none
have been forthcoming, and Downing believes they will be
offered too late in the campaign to provide for meaningful,
debate on the options. That is what the opponents did in
Dade County, Florida. They announced their options three
days before the election, won, and then the options were
forgotten. All alternatives to the litter problem have been
explored and tried. Keep America Beautiful (a beverage and
container industry sponsored group) has tried to reduce litter
through education, enforcement and litter pick-up
programs. We can all judge their success by driving down
any road, or visiting any beach. Because of KAB’s failure to
solve the problem, the Environmental Protection Agency has
withdrawn its support and endorsement of Keep America
Beautiful. Washington State was convinced to try another
industry alternative — a tax on any item which is potentially
litter. That program has cost taxpayers of that state 1.2
million dollars a year. And it doesn’t work. It doesn’t penalize
those who litter, and it hasn’t solved the litter problem. A
recent study disclosed that beverage containers were littered
at a rate of 353 per mile in Washington, but only 27 per mile
across the border in Oregon. Downing expects that the
opponents will propose litter control options similar to the
Washington and Keep America Beautiful models, but their
critical failure is that they add costs, while not reducing litter
at its source. The deposits on bottles and cans is a financial
incentive not to litter, and the financial burden for littering
falls on those who persist in this thoughtless practice.
Opponents of this legislation are spending $300,000 to
kill the bottle bill because they have a vested interest in
waste. They make millions from promoting the “throwaway
ethic.” That’s why opponents of the bill have marshalled
their forces and are directing a well financed campaign to
force their views on the voters of Maine.
(MCRC)
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TAXES: THE PROPERTY TAX CIRCUIT BREAKER
The LWV continues to be involved in studying and
interpreting our tax structure in Maine. The controversy over
the property tax and educational funding is by no means
ended. One change in the structure that has been
recommended by the Governors Tax Policy Committee is
the institution of a “circuit breaker”. Joanne Babcock our Tax
Chairperson, has written the following article to help League
members understand how the process works and its
implications.
What is a circuit breaker? Just as an electrical circuit
breaker prevents an electrical overload, a tax circuit breaker
is designed to prevent a property tax overload. It is then, a
type of tax relief.
Who is eligible? Currently Maine has a circuit breaker for
renters and owners aged 62 and over whose income does not
exceed $5,000 for a married couple or $4,500 for a single
individual. Recipients of Supplimental Social Security
income are not eligible.
Eligibility requirements (as well as the entire circuit
breaker formula) are established by state legislatures. A
circuit breaker can be extended to everyone with or without
income limitations. When there are income limitations, the
definition of household income is usually expanded to
include types of income not subject to income taxes, i.e.,
social security payments, welfare payments, non-taxable
bond interest, capital gains, etc.
How is the amount of tax relief determined? Maine’s
elderly circuit breaker has a unique formula with a maximum
rebate of $400. The amount of rebate is determined by
subtracting from the tax bill 21% of income in excess of $3000.
Most states use one of two basic approaches: a) The
Threshold Approach. These formulas are based on the
premise that the property tax bill should not exceed a certain
percentage of income. The percentage chosen can be
different for different income levels. Example: an income of
$4,000 would have a threshold of 4%, while an income of
$10,000 would have a threshold of 6%. Relief would be
granted to the $4,000 income household for taxes in excess of
$160; while the $10,000 income household would receive
relief for taxes in excess of $600.
b) The Sliding Scale. A fixed percentage of property taxes is
rebated to eligible recipient according to a scale which might
range from 95% of the property tax bill for a household with
an income of $1,000, to 3% for a household with an income of
$15,000.
The scales used in both of these formulas differ from
state to state. In addition, all states have some form of
limitation on the maximum amount of rebate. The amount of
land is sometimes limited (in Maine, one acre). However
Michigan extends its circuit breaker to the homestead and
farm acreage if gross farm receipts exceed the household
income from all other sources.
How is it financed? While bills have been introduced in the
U.S. Congress to fund circuit breakers at the federal level,
currently all funding comes from state general funds.
How is it administered? Three methods are currently
being used: 1) application is made to the state and a rebate is
sent directly to the individual; 2) application is made at the
local level where the tax bill is reduced and the state pays the
local government for the difference; 3) application is made
with the income tax resulting in either a tax credit or a rebate.

Are all circuit breakers the same? No. Existing circuit
breakers are tailored to fit the needs of each state and the
general fund revenues available to finance it.
In Maine bills have been introduced to extend the circuit
breaker to every one according to the sliding scale approach,
to have the circuit breaker apply only to the uniform school
property tax, and to limit the expenditure limit to $10 million
(this was an interim recommendation of the Governor’s Tax
Policy Committee.).
The Pro and Con of Circuit Breakers
PRO
— The property tax burden can easily be decreased for
households with unusually low incomes for any reason:
physical disability, retirement, unemployment, death of the
breadwinner, etc.
— The regressivity of the residential property tax can be
reduced especially for those in the lowest income categories.
— Local government does not have the power to decrease an
individual’s property tax bill. A state-administered circuit
breaker can do this in an impartial and confidential manner.
— Property tax relief can be extended to renters. This cannot
readily be done with a homestead exemption.
— Relief can be targeted to those most in need.
— Does not result in an erosion of the tax base. (Property
taxes paid by non-residents or manufacturing plants are not
lost.)
— A circuit breaker could be tailored to meet Maine’s special
circumstances.
CON
— Property taxes represent a relatively small portion of
household expenses (utilities, heat, maintenance, and interest
and principle costs), so why should this one expense be
singled out for subsidization?
— A circuit breaker is really a form of welfare and as such
should be incorporated into the welfare system. The task of
designing as integrated system of support for low income
people and at the same time encourage a work incentive will
be made more difficult.
— Circuit breakers tend to subsidize those within each
income bracket who consume an unusually large amount of
housing, or those with fluctuating incomes.
— Residents of jurisdictions that provide more than essential
services will receive greater benefits than will the residents
of jurisdictions that provide a minimum level of services.
— Voters would tend to vote for more local services because
of the removal of fiscal responsibility. This criticism is
particularly valid for threshold level circuit breakers.
— The problem of unequal tax-base resources is not solved.
(An unequal tax base results from a concentration of low
income people in one community, the presence of a high
percentage of property exempt from taxation, or gram the
presence of a large industrial complex.)
— Does nothing for the business tax climate. High property
taxes can adversely affect new businesses (especially those
that are property intensive) and businesses which suffer
temporary depressions (agricultural and recreational
businesses are particularly prone to this).
(Continued on Page 6)
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How regressive is the property tax? A few economists
believe that the property tax is not regressive since ultimately
the tax is shifted backwards to the owner of the property
who can afford to pay the tax. However, the most recent data
which was compiled by the Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relationships (ACIR) does not support
this theory:
T w ice the
Four Tim es the
A v erag e Fam ily
Tax as Percent
o f Fam ily In com e

TYPE
TAX

1953

1975

Local
Property

2.2

Federal
Personal
Income

A verage Fam ily
Tax as Percent
o f Fam ily In com e

A verage Fam ily
Tax as Percent
o f Fam ily In com e

1953

1975

1953

1975

4.0

1.8

3.2

1.7

2.5

7.6

9.6

12.8

14.7

16.6

Social
Security

1.1

5.9

0.5

2.9

0.3

1.5

State-Local
Personal Income

0.3

1.9

0.9

2.9

1.2

3.7

State-Local
General Sales

0.6

1.3

0.5

0.9

0.4

0.7

(Average Income is defined as $5,000 for a family in 1953 and as !
1975. Reference #5, p. 41.)

The further regressivity of the property tax at the lower
income levels can be seen in the following table based on
1970 income figures:
Real Estate Tax As A Percent
of Family Income in 1970.
Family Income
Elderly
Less than $2000
$2,000 - 2,999
3,000- 3,999
4,000 - 4,999
5,000 - 5,999
6,000 - 6,999
7,000 - 9,999
10,000 - 14,999
15,000 - 24,999
25,000 or more
All incomes

15.8
9.5
8.0
7.3 '
6.2
5.8
4.8
3.9
3.3
2.7
8.1

Non-Elderly
(Under 65)
18.9
10.1
7.2
5.5
5.1
4.3
4.1
3.7
3.3
2.9
4.1

(2) Excerpted from Reference #4 (p. 15.)

E Q NEWS
State Chairm an Resigns Barbara Alexander was granted a
leave of absence from the LWV State Board as of September
22. She requested this as she wishes to participate in partisan
politics. We look for her return later in the year.
Clean W ater W eek The week has come and gone, and
some of you in the state may not have been aware of it. It
included a recognition of the October 1 date when measures
to produce cleaner water in Maine were to go into effect.
Sponsored by several groups in the state, the League met
with planners in September. Obviously, the campaign is not
yet over, so our concern is still active.
EQ U pdate Barbara Alexander was able to put together an
update of our state positions and current status of affairs, air
and water wise, in Maine before she resigned. It is being
reproduced now; your local chairman will soon get news of
its release.
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Alternatives to circuit breakers for property tax relief. One
approach (the Fundamental Plan of the Governor’s Tax
Policy Committee) would be to completely remove the cost
of education and welfare from the property tax bills of
residents both private and corporate. Other business would
receive a partial removal of these costs from their tax bills.
This partial relief would be based on the percentage of
company property owned in Maine and the percentage of
payroll in Maine.
Another approach would be a transfer of payments.
This would involve a general circuit breaker for all residents.
In addition there would be circuit breakers for business and
farms. The transfer of payments would be from the state to
the individuals.
Still another approach is that Revenue Sharing could be
expanded to reduce the overall reliance on the property tax.
Others believe that an income maintenance program would
be the best approach.
BIBLIO G RA PH Y
1. “The Elderly Householders Tax and Rent Refund Act.”
Bureau of Taxation; Augusta, Maine.
2. Property Tax R eform . Edited by George E. Peterson; The
Urban Institute, 1973.
3. A Tax Policy fo r Maine. The Report of the Governor’s T ax
Policy Committee: 1975. State Printing Office, Augusta,
Maine.
4. “Property Tax Circuit Breakers: Current Status and Policy
Issues.” Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, Washington, D.C. 20575, February, 1975.
(Publication M-87)
5. “Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism” 1976 Edition
1. Trends: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, Washington, D.C. 20575; June, 1976.
(Publication M-106)
The League of Women Voters of Maine
announces
a state-wide drive to increase membership
during the month of October
The organization that sponsored the presidential
debates and promotes citizen involvement and
voter power on the basis of “Issues — not
Images”, invites all members to recruit more
members and all interested people to join.

PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES
League Coup “The simple truth of the matter is that the
debates would not have happened if it were not for the
League of Women Voters, our nonpartisanship, and for our
years of solid achievement at every level of government.”
(LWV President Ruth Clusen) By now, you have all read in
the papers about the four debates to be arranged by the
League, and you have watched one of them. We are “basking
in the greatest visibility that the League has ever had. . .”
(Clusen) What a great opportunity to interest new members,
to impress financial donors, and to strengthen your own
commitment.
Financial Support Needed The LWVUS has asked for
individual contributions to help offset the costs of the
debates. These are tax deductible for the donor and have no
dollar limitation. If you want to help, send a check to
LW VEF — Debates
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(This would be a good time to call on your friendly local
businessman to solicit financial support for local LWV also!)

w hat c a n

YOU

do t o

help

pass

the

BOTTLE BILL?
Write letters to the editor.talk to everyone you can^armed with the real facts.
Participate in the(state-wide "Last Litter Pick-up". Help organize a giant display
of bottles and. cans collected along the roadside. Talk to your neighbors about
joining in. Have a< family outing to collect litter and display it on your lawn,
or donate a few dollars to: Maine Citizens for Returnable Containers, Inc.
P.0, Box 3791, Portland, Maine 04104
or call Marty Whidden - 773-1224 or Carol Fritz - 767-3737.
W e ’ll need help with passing out leaflets, door-to-door, to inform the voters of the
true facts.''
Don't keep the facts, outl i ned belo w, to yourself. Share them with other. Talk
about it. ■1OUR OPPOSITION IS! V
THE BilL —

requires a refund value of not less than 5c for each container.
requires that containers for refund must be returned empty, unbroken and
reasonably clean.
requires dealers to refund deposit on the kind, size and brand soldby them,
requires that distributors
(including manufacturers) pay the refund value plus
at least 10 for each container returned by the dealer,
provides for the establishment of privately operated local redemption centers,
at the option of distributors and dealers.
If.such a center is approved as
convenient, dealers may refuse to accept containers.
•prohibits sale of flip top cans and use of plastic connectors.
• manufacturers, dealers and distributors who violate the act are liable to a
civil penalty of not more than $100 for each violation.

Banning the throwaway will bring Mainers the following gains: the near elimination of
the beverage container as a litter problem; the reduction of a significant element in our
expensive, growing solid waste problem; and a direct contribution to our nation's achievemen
of a sane energy policy. At the same time, a changeover to returnables should result in no
cost increase to consumer and additional employment in the beverage industry and in retail
outlets.
Litter - The largest litter collector in the state -is the Dept, of Trans., which spends
about $250,OOQ/yr. in cleaning roadsides. Another $27,000 is spent by the Turnpike ••
Authority and an estimated $50,000 by State Parks & Rec. Dept. Local municipa Iities.uI so
engage in collection bat separate figures are not available. The City of Portland, spends
about $35,000/yr, A rough estimate of the state municipal expenditure would be $200,000
per year. Private, non-volunteer cleanup costs are again untabulated but $1007000 is an
estimate. Thus, the total cost for the state is a minimum $637,000 annually.
An extensive survey taken in Oregon between 19 7 1 and 1973 showed that 3j~.6% of highway
l itter was beverage containers. A more recent Maine., study showed that throwaways made up
nearly 42% of the litter total. Both studies showed that:-much of the remaining litter
was paper, which is less easily seen and degrades relatively quickly. Bottles and cans
which, if not picked up, take decades to degrade into the soil. Broken bottles present
their own special danger; Broken bottles can cause injury to unsuspecting humans & animal
Roadside litter is a major aesthetic problem in a state conscious of its scenic image and
dependent upon the tourist dollar. ."Keep America Beautiful and Pitch-in campaigns have
been unsuccessful for years. There were only 450 arrests and fines last year as a result
of Maine litter laws. One must be caught in the act. And with rising crime rates, litter
law enforcement becomes a low priority.
In 1973, 91% of trash collected by students in

Maine was comprised of throwawayb o t t l e s
And 5 5 0 students who pulled litter from 28.5
miles of roads in Casco, Sebago, Naples & Bridgton, the same year picked up 24,900
beverage containers, almost 900/mi.
Trash - The EPA estimated that in 1972, over 8.2 million tons of beer and soft drink con
tainers were produced and discarded in the U.S; and that there would be $93 million sav
ings in the nation if there was a returnable system throughout the country. The aggregate
weight of the 424 million beverage bottles and cans that will be disposed of this year
in Maine, is estimated to be a staggering 80,815 tons. Compared to the total municipal
waste, this yields’a figure of 9.4% for beverage bottles and cans in Maine's solid waste.
•'■In practical terms,wa returnable bill could therefore mean the savings of landfill space
equal .to I year's amount of soli d waste every decade.
M
Recycling- The most successful programs collect only 10-15% of the beverage containers-,
since recycling efforts are strictly voluntary and.provide no financial insentives to the
consumer. On the other hand, by providing a deposit incentive, returnable containers*
will cause the return of 90-95% of all beverage containers. T h i s
reflects the experience
.of Oregon and Vermont. Recycling of glass is counterproductive from an energy'standpoint
it still uses 3 times the energy as a returnable system. Waste must be reduced at the
source. Recycling is unrealistic in most areas of Maine since the population is scattered
over a large area and at considerable distance from plants that process recycled materials
into new products.
It simply costs less to reuse than to crush, sort, ship, melt and
reform a new glass bottle from an old one.
Energy - According to the EPA, the equivalent of 150,000 to 190,000 barrels of oil per day
could be saved if there was a complete change to refillable containers in the U.S. For
comparison— this would be equivalent to 50% of all oil brought into Portland Harbor
(before the recent cutback). This would also be about the same as I years supply of
energy for the entire State of Maine.
'
Jobs - Maine has no container manufacturing and brewing industries. However, between f950
and 1973— during the time throwaways were increasing— the number of Maine soft drink*
bottlers dropped from 66 to 23. In I960, there were 585 jobs in this industry in Maine.
In 1972, only 358 workers. The centralization of bottling plants and the throwaway bottle
have; cost jobs in the state. Bottling plants might again appear as a result of passage
of the bottle bill and jobs will increase with distributors and retailers. The exper
ience in Oregon showed that employment did indeed increase.
Dealers - Calculating the- handling cost, storage space .and carting equipment for the 424
million containers expected to be sold in Maine in one year, the increased expenditure at
the retail level would be about $ „0068/container. The Maine bottle bill provides that the
bottlers pay back an extra 14 on every container to cover these costs.
Brewers & Bottlers - Because refillable containers are only* moderately more expensive than
throwaways, the cost savings for bottlers can .be enormous, enabling them to bear the cost
of switching to the refillable system.
t ' rConsumer - In comparing prices in states with returnable and partially returnable system,
/■ Coca Cola, for exampl e, is 24% cheaper in returnable containers.
Statistics from Oregon & Vermont Container return rate
V .■ t h at present v
,
I year after passage
:■i
beer ,-.r
,:;v
,
-- Industry voluntary change to refillable from returnable
within I "year of passage - soft drinks
— Litter reduction
so o .

Oregon

Vermont

'■—

96%
96%
85-95%

75-80%

98%
75-80%

The above information w as
mainly from an analysis of returnable containers for Maine
compiled by Maine Citizens for Returnable Containers,
NOTE:

The EPA has recently outlawed the sale of throwaway containers in national parks,
military bases and federal buildings, effective next September,
{I0 military bases
had already taken that action independently). Although only 3% of the nation’s
beverage sales are on federal property, this would result in energy savings of
2.000 barrels of oil per day; 6,000 tons of aluminum; 24,000 tons of steel; and
80.000 tons of glass.

NOTE:

Those in opposition to the returnable bottle bill, plan to spend $300,000 in Maine,
$750,000 in Massachusetts, and an unknown amount in Michigan,and Colorado where
bottle bills are also on the ballot this November,
W i lliam Coors, President of Adolf Coors Brewing Co,, has said that the brewing
industry spends $20 million/year fighting container deposit legislation. The
consumer, of course, has paid for those efforts.
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THE LAST LITTER
CLEAN -UP!
WHAT IS IT ?
D u rin g the weeks o f O ctober 17 to November 2, thousands o f v o lu n te e rs
a c ro ss the s t a t e w i l l be w o rk in g on l i t t e r c le a n -u p s in Maine to show
su p p o rt f o r the B o t t le B i l l .
The cans and b o t t le s p ick e d up w il l be
d is p la y e d on a f r o n t lawn o r on a town green w ith the s ig n "We p ick e d
these up from o u r roads.
Help make su re we d o n 't have to do i t a g a in .
Vote YES f o r the B o t t le B i l l . "
WHY?
We d o n 't have a l o t o f money f o r ra d io and TV a d ve rtise m e n ts l i k e o u r
opponents, so we are p la n n in g lo c a l events - l i t t e r c le a n -u p s in each
town - th a t show the need f o r the B o t t le B i l l .
HOW CAN I HELP?
You can take the le a d in y o u r town to plan a l i t t e r c le a n -u p . W rite o r
c a l l us a t 781-4054 (P o r t la n d ) f o r a com plete s e t o f in s t r u c t io n s .
W e 'll
h e lp you get in touch w ith o th e r v o lu n te e rs nearby. H u rry , though, time
i s s h o r t ; the e le c t io n day i s November 2nd.
WHAT IS MAINE C IT IZ EN S FOR RETURNABLE CONTAINERS?
We are a sta te w id e o r g a n iz a t io n o f committed in d iv id u a ls se e k in g passage
o f the R e tu rn a b le C o n ta in e r Referendum. We a re a n o n - p r o f it c o rp o ra tio n .
Our o f f ic e s are in P o r tla n d , and o u r ad dress i s P, 0. Box 3791, P o rtla n d ,
Maine 04104.

m m TO PLAN A LITTER

CLEAN OF

JL

Pick a date sometime between October 17 and November 2# .
that is convenient for your friends and fellow volunteers.

J2.

Contact local groups to get their support for the clean up.
Suggestions” Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, Conservation Commission,
school ecology and science classes, etc,

_3.

Decide what routes to clears, up. Make them major roads so that
your efforts will be highly visible. Check these areas to make
sure they haven't been cleaned recently by the highway department.

_4.

Talk to your local newspaper to make sure they announce the
day and time of the clean up and send a reporter and photographer
to the clean up operation.

jS.

Have a statlonwagon or truck to haul away collected refuse and
plastic bags for your volunteers to use for clean up.

j6. Find a highly visible location on someone's lawn or town green
to set up a display of the litter cleaned up for I.few days.
7,

Make a sign for that display that indicates that you want people
to vote YES for our bottle bill on November 2.

8.

Let us know what your plans 'gyro, and send us newsclippings* a
report or a letter with the results.
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NOMINATING COMMITTEE NEEDS NAMES
Lois Wagner, Chairman, reports that the Nominating
Committee is in the process of seeking LWV members who
have the interest and the time to serve on the state Board.
Particular expertise is not a requirement, as there is plenty of
on-the-job training.

The members of the committee are Emily Farley,
Portland, Kathy Weibel, Bath, Diane Whitaker, Brewer, and
Marguerite Bernstein, Mount Desert. Call one of them, or
send your suggestion to Lois Wagner, 26 Mountain Avenue,
Lewiston, 04240.

CLEAN AIR ACT UPDATE

STATE PROGRAM IS ALL YOURS

After months of effort by Leaguers in Maine and across
the country, I am sorry to have to report that pending
revisions to the Clean Air Act were killed in the closing
moments of the 94th Congress by the auto companies, power
companies, and the White House. The final version of the
Amendments as hammered out by a House-Senate
C o n fe re n c e C o m m ittee in clu d ed the sig n ifica n t
deterioration provisions for which we fought so hard. Also
included were modest delays in the achievement of the auto
emission standards. The auto companies were aided in
killing the bill by Senators Jake Garn (R-Utah) and Frank
Moss (D-Utah) who staged a filibuster against Senator
Muskie, the floor leader of the Amendments. Opponents
favored an even longer delay for the auto standards (until
1982) and weakening the significant deterioration sections.
We have some reason to be glad, however, because
Maine’s Congressional delegation voted correctly on several
crucial floor votes. In the Senate, Senators Muskie and
Hathaway supported the Committee version down the line
and voted against the weakening amendments on both auto
emissions and significant deterioration. Congressmen Cohen
and Emery also voted against the weakening amendments in
both cases. Letters to the entire delegation praising them for
these votes should be in order for all of you who were so
tireless in responding to our action alerts over the past few
months.
Action in the early days of the 95th Congress is expected.
The present version of the Clean Air Act of 1970 remains in
effect. This means that present EPA regulations concerning
significant deterioration should be implemented. These
regulations would have been improved by the Amendments,
but the present program should be supported; and you are
urged to watch carefully the Maine D EP’s implementation of
this program. In addition, present law calls for tougher auto
standards in 1978. Detroit’s reaction has been one of
defiance; GM has announced that they will not comply with
the law. You should urge the delegation not to cave in to this
blackmail of the U.S. Congress and to support legislation
next year similar to the defeated amendments.

Every two years at the state convention of the LWV,
delegates from local Leagues must choose what program
items the LWV of Maine should study and/or take action on.
The initial and probably most important step in program
ming is planning. The democratic selection of study items by
League members is the most unique feature of League
procedure.
You, the individual member, start the process by sharing
your ideas with other members of your League in a program
planning session. After your Board reviews the suggestions,
they are sent to the state Board; and in March, that Board has
to look over any new ideas as well as the status of current
state program items. A decision is made to recommend
certain items for adoption at Convention.
This proposed program appears in the April V oter so
that you can consider it. Local Boards, in response to
member wishes, may suggest changes up to three weeks
before Convention. Such suggestions will be considered by
state Board, may be incorporated into the program prior to
Convention, may be considered by a majority vote of the
Convention on the first day, and may be voted for adoption
on the second day. If a new study item wells up out of the
League, and if it has enough support, it has a good chance of
adoption. That is exactly what happened in 1975 when
County Government was introduced.
The League IS run by its members . . .

B. Alexander

IRUOSSIM
What? Poor, backwards Missouri of course. They still
haven’t passed the Equal Rights Amendment!
Let’s help turn Iruossim around.
They need money for newsletters, pamphlets,
lobbying, telephones, if they are to get the Amendment
passed. At State Council, the LWV of Maine agreed to
help our sister state. Send whatever contribution you can
to: Emily Farley, 112 Parsons Road, Portland 04103,
marked for helping Missouri. She will send it on.
that’s M IS S O U R I

LWV BOARD REQUESTS VOTE ON ACTION PRIORITIES
When the 108th Legislature convenes next January, what issues should the League of Women Voters of Maine
take action on? As our Action Chairman has limited help in lobbying, she needs to know which ones you think are
most important. On the list below, check your first and second priorities; then tear it off and mail it to:
Becky Sarna, 64 Second St., Hallowell, 04347
_____ TAXES
(Concurrence due Jan. 31)
_____ COUNTY GOVERNMENT
(Consensus due Dec. 31)
_____ ENVIRONMENT
_____ Air
_____ Water
OTHER THOUGHTS:

STATE GOVERNMENT
(Reduce size of House)
HUMAN RESOURCES
_ Role of W omen;_____ AFDC;
_ Day Care
VOTING RIGHTS

